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SUMMARY

'--- This study investigates how people create lans to accomplish a task that has
both .%inooral and spatial components. The study had tv'o goals: to develop a I
methoi; for determining the cognitive processes- associated with -planning; and to
develop A. model for 6fficient 'planning for the task used in' the study. Two
planners gave verbal and graphical, protocols while planning the iost efficient
way, for shopping robots to pikk up commdiities in agrocery store; Each planner
created a Plan for twelve such problems and the. plan was executed after each
planning session. The protocols were analyzed to identify thep'imitve. concepts
and ,iictio s used in the planniig process. Observations of planners' behavior in
this study indicated that plans weie developed in, an evolutionary manner.
Planners discovered and refined methods fof organizing the iiiformation and
procedures for manipulating it during the course of the sessions. Furthermore, i
was shown that planners attended to different levels of detail of information in
planning, and used a variety of planning strategies. A hierarchical model for
efficient planning for this task is proposed that ssumes plans are developed
hierarchically at three successive levels of detail.4.
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C.A. McCann en P.J.M.Db.,Essens

SAMENVAT17ING

In deze studie wordt onderzocbt hoe mensen plannen credren voor een taak die
zowel temporele als spatidle componenten bevat."De studie had twee do6elen: hei
ontwikkelen, van een methode voor bet bepalen van. de cognitieve processen, die
met planning samenhangen en bet ontwikkelen van een model voor efficidnte
planning voor de taak gebruikt in deze studie. Twee planners gaven verbale en
grafische protocolfen terwijl ze een planning maakten voor de meest effi-cidnte
weg voor winkel-robot's orn goederen op te halen in een winkel. Voor twaalf. van
deze Olanniihgsprobliefin MM ceedft O~ pannfer een .plaui en dit plan werd
uitgevoerd na elke plan ningssessie. De pyotocoll ien Werdent geauial'seerd>6nv de
prilmitie-4e concepten en a'tieg te iddftificefeii die gebruikf Werd~i tijdens bet
pl'anningsprodces. Geobserveerd werd, dat-,pafifen do eyoiutibrnairl -wijze we~rden
ontWikkeld.' Tijdens-het Verloop van de16 sessies oritdekten eni Veffijnden, planners
mfethodeni eri procedures voor bet organiseren en miahipuleien viu' de informa-
tie. Verder 'werd gevonident dat planners een verscheidenbeid aan stiategied-n
gebnifikten en aandadht gaven aan yerschillende niveaus van detail van inlf6rma-
tie in de planning. BEen hie~r~rchisc'h'model voor''efficidnte planninig Voor deze
taak virdt gepresenterd dat-efvAn-uitgaat dat plahnen hirarchisch ontwikkeld
wowdeh k~ dr~e opeenvolgende niveau-s Van detail.



1 INR C1rO

The, creatiqof oplans- concerning, the -use,:of~ resouices.,to. accomplish tasks in-a
spadal environmf'ent is paramount for successful cbmmnand. -andi .control ~Opera-
tions. Yet relatively little is known about how humans plan these kinds of tasks;
there .have~ been. few emppirical studies iinvestigating,. this issue (Mc~ann,,.1990).

o1§lcbf udamental k"lowieqge about, te' o t" cse~ue
pople in Praig~ln to b executed in time and,: spdcemus t be~addressed ii

we ar to-b sesfid.in- buildn coptrbsd sytems for assisting, military
planning.,9

A planrijs a epiesentation of a-course of- action, -usuallygiven as -an ordered. set
of Pl~Coei& Feigoribatim, 1982).. F~or thie plan* to; be executed in. the real

world, the goals must §e,-iterpretable as -operations ,thnt~can be carried out in
that world ' For exam~ple, -a military, plan. .might consist -or the ordered goals:

captre tis ridge, while defenling ,this -piece of. ground; then cross the river
and seize thisenemiy position". This platn can becarried out if the executing units
understand the ineuning of the operators "capture", "defend", "cross" and. "seize".
The plan, itself -can -be, considered 'to be a~hiearchical.structure that -consists of
nested subgoals. "Crossing the river!'-in. tle example might.,rr'uire .first. that the
bridge be checked for damage and repaired if necessary,, then that the-individual
military units cross in a certain order.

The process of planning is basically a search for the ordering of the operators

extensively studied in the field of artificial intelligence, where aparticular
approach to -plnigcaldtehrrhcl approach, was. developed. In

hi~raphclanning,ji rough,(vague) plan is-developed first an~hnterough
parts are refined into detail-ed'subplans and hence into a. sequence of defined
operators. Th e key characteristic of this approac h is that it uses a hierarchy of
plan representations during, the planning process itself. Tis has the advantage
that the detaills of plaaining do, not become computati~nally overwhehling. This
model-has -been. extensively refinedi but is not- based on evidence,from studies of
human Olanning.

Hayes-Roth, and Hayes-Roth (1979), have argued that. a strict top-to-.bottom,
coarse-to-fine approach to plan development, is- not characteristic of human
planning. They based their conclusions. on. the analysis of humans solving a
practical errand problem. Thie cognitive model of plAnning-.Tesulting froni- this
work, called the "opportunistic.model", propose ta-humans plaii via a nmulti&i
rectional 'movement through a set of decision categories and observations that

inlence thie-plan development. Although the idea -of- different .levels, of plan
abstraction is mnaintained in, the model, the movement through-th-ese levels-is~not
strictly top-down fro-m development of an abstract to development of a detailed
plan, as it 1 in hierctchical plannipg. It can -have a strong, bottom-up component:
decisiotis about plan-steps -are influencedby ininiediately-oblainable aoats- (e.g.,
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"convenience") that seem to be brought into focus by plan'simulaiion.'Ih general,
planning- is. "0pportunistic": planning processes are instigated by soriething that
'the planner nbiices aboutf ihe state of the World as ii' is 'iifnsfofi'ioiihir h
sifiilatidnof tqe plaiirofar.

on Th whanig ptblr nsdiap t own" "" shp....ftiaeda~t1u
The planning problemi used fi the Hayes-Roths' work was a oosely-constrainedi ~ ~one'ih~whi6~f sMjecis, bsliga niaip 6f'a' !own and-its shd~ps, 'foi'rhtlated: a'fealistic
plan ifidic'.tig -w:2hich dtfaids fromf a list they would do, when they Woul d' do

thenii, and h w they woiitl.'travel thi6ugh ,th gebgiapiic area among them.
Subjects used their own experience in shopping to guide their plan develb'opmeiit,
for example, they allocated a certain amount of time for accomplishing a certain
kind 6f' errand. The degree of detailing' in'he final plan was" nor" controlled, as
the plans we're n6t executed',as such.'We -have 'developed a similar, bftt mote
tightly defined platiningtask, serin an environment called SPLITS, that we argue
is, m6re typical of com"iand' ard control (McCann & Esseris, 1991).. In our task,
subjects are required to plan the most, efficient' way for shoPp ing robots to pick
up commodities in a- grocery store, While at 'the 'saine time satisfying certain
constraints. Subjects ari perrnitted-nse of limited paper arid'pencil plannifng aids.
They, are-encouraged to try and'optimizetheir solutions and their plans must be
developed in enough, detail, to be actually executable by -the robots, whose
capabilities are limited to~movifig' through the aisles and piking up items. In the
SPLITS paradigm, the plans developed by subjects are executed to provide
feedback on the solution, and there is a well-delineated distinction between
planning and execution.

Ultimately in our research, we are interested, in determining whether the
opportunistic model holds for SPLITS-type tasks of planning in time and space.
I particular, 'we wish to determine whether and how the nature of planning
changes over'repeated exposure to the'same kind of problem.

However, the first step' in this line or research is to determine-the basic cognitive

processes and procedures used in -planning in SPLITS tasks. This step is neces-
sary because' there is relativelylittle knowri about how people approach planning
in tasks of this complexity. It is this analysis that is reported here.

Thus, there were two main goals in this study. The first goal was to develop a
method for analyzing the cognitive processes associated with planning 'for
SPLITS' problems in time' and space. This was done by capturing the planning
process and developing a coding scheme for interpreting the protocols given it, !
the process. We were especially 'interested in seeing whether different levels of
plan 'abstraction were used during planning. A subsidiary goal to this main one
was to confirm that, the SPLITS plahning tisk could be'accbmplithed by sut-jects
and 'that the paradigm could'be executed as expected.

Our second goal-was'to develop a model for efficient planning in this tosk, based
on observations of planners and assuming a hierarchical approach to ptanning.
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This model-will be tested in a future, experiment to determine Op degree, to

which p1anning. in -this task-conforms °to the- hierarchicalversus the opportunistic
Stapnproach.n m

i': 2 METHOD

2.1 nThe planningn tTask

' 2.1.1 General

Planning was carrie 'd out in this- study using a simple implementation of a
manual version of the SPLITS environment. SPLITS is a general environment
for studying human and cgomputer-aided planning in time and space. The overall

conceptual design of SPLITS is described in a separate report (McCann &
Essens, 1991). A brief description of the basic manual version of SPLITS is given
here.

In the basic version of SPLITS, subjects. are required to plan how to pick up
commodities in a grocery store using shopping robots. The store is presented as
a two-dimensional matrix with aisles and shelves containing grocery commodities
(e.g., eggs, green beans, bread) grouped in categories (e.g., dairy, vegetables,
baked goods). The shopping robots have different characteristics: for example,
robots could. have different speeds of travel through the store, and hold different
numbers of commodities in their baskets. The overall task of the subject in a
session is to plan for the efficient pickup of the items on a shopping list, using
the robots available. The task may also have certain constraints on the order of
pickup of commodities.

In this version of SPLITS, planners make their plan u~ing completely manual
methods. They are given a "planning board", a paper map of the store with
commodity. locations, marked, and a number of coloredpencils. Planners are free
to -mark the planning board in whatever way they wish as they are creating their
plan.

Once the plan has been detailed to the planner's satisfaction, it is played out
step-by-step by the experimenter on a separate execution board. In this "execu-
tion phase", the subject gives orders to the experimenter on how to move the
robots through the store and when to pickup items. The robots, are represented
by markers that are physically moved on the execution board. When orders are
given for the pickup of commodities, these are physically placed in the robots'
baskets. At the end -of each cycle of movement and pickup, the store clock
(represented by a countex) is advanced one tick,

ii
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Although, subjets are, encouraged to-nak& as coffiplte,a- plafi as. they can before
execution-starts, they are:perritted io stop at aiiy timfe during- execution 'to do
more planning or to do replanning. During this time the store clock does-not
run. The execution done to that point cannot be revoked; subjects must plan on
the basis of the current location and state of the robots.

2.1.2 The store layout and shopping list

Two basic store layouts were used in this study, each organized -on a matrix 15 x
10 (Fig. 1). Each type of layout had 10 blocks available for arranging commodi-
ties, each -with slots for 6 commodities. In one type of layout, the blocks were
arranged as linear rows of commodities; in the other they were organized more
as islands. The blocks corresponded to "10 categories oftgroceiy store conimodi-
ties: baked goods, fruits, vegetables, meats, condiments, drinks, snacks, dairy
products, cooking products, cleaners. Six specific commodities appeared iih-eacfi
category. Under the category condiments, for instance, the commodities, were
hagel, jam, peanut butter, sarnbal, vinegar and 'inustatd, For- each of the two
types of layouts, five random assignments of commodity categories to available
blocks was made, and then the six commodities within the category were further
randomly laid out within' the blocks. The, commodities in each-category were the
same in each, case. One square on the matrix was designated the, entrance
(labelled "IN")-and a square on the opposite-side of the'board the exit (labelled
"OUT'). Thus there were a total of ten different layouts of store commodities,

Shopping lists were created by randomly choosing 15 items from the total
commodity set of 60, ensuring that at least 9 out of the 10 groups Were repre-
sented in the, list by at least -one commodity, Twenty lists were so createdand
assigned randomly to the ten layouts, thus giving a total of 20' problem spaces
(combination of list and layout). Three were selected as problems for the
training sessions. From the remainder, a different random selection of 12 for
each-subject was made for the test sessions.

Paper "planning boards" for each problem were created consisting of the store '

layoutand the shopping list (Fig. 2). A large version of the layout was created
for use as the execution board.

2.1.3 Specific task used in the study

The task in'this study was to create a plan for efficient pickup of all items on the
shopping list. The subjet had available, two robots: a red robot that travelled
one square- per tick of the' store clock; and a blue robot that travelled two
squares. The robots travelled along the aisles in the store, They could travel
simultaneously, that is, both could travel during one tick of the store clock.
However robots could also rest on a square for one or more ticks.
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The .shoppingbasket of the.redqrobot couldholl, M0items; and ,that of. the, blue
robot~held six. A~robot could pick up an-tem-f t passed theitem. Robots,could
also transfer items between their baskets if, they, were standing on the', same
square. A-transfer cost one tick.

In addition, there were three constraints with-which the:plan had tocomply:

a), !tems in,-the drink category had0.to be placed in the bottom of-the
basket;

b) Items in the, baked goods categoryhad ,t ,ble-placed at, the--top pf-the
basket;e

c)- Thedakry productshad:to be picked ,up near ,the end of,,the time, in
the store.

The first two of the constraints were absolute: the robot/experimenter would
refuse to pick up an item during, plan executiom if it, violated-the. constraint. The
third constraint was left open to interpretation by the, planner. These constraints
also applied when a transfer was made.

Both robots were standing on, the IN" square at the start of -planning. The
planner was instructed to make and execute a, plan that pickedup-all the items
onthe list, complied with the constraints, and minimized the time thatthe robots
spent in the store. The task was complete when all-items, on the list had, been
picked up and both robots stood on the "OUT' square of the execution board.

Three simpler versions of the planning problem were used to familiarize the
subjects with the task and to give some practice in providing think-aloud
protocols. The first required pickup of 15 items using only one robot (speed 2
squares per tick) whose basket capacity was 15. There were no constraints in this
problem. The second training task used a robot with speed. one. square- per tick
and also required that all the constraints be satisfied. The third training problem
introduced two robots (red and blue) for accomplishing the task, but-without the
constraints on pickup.

2.2 Procedure

Participants were seated at a table in front of the planning board, which was-
fastened to the table. Colored pencils and an eraser were available on the right.
The experimenter sat on-the planner's left. The execution board was mounted-on
a small stand, in front of the experimenter, easily visible to-the subject, but-far
enough away that the planner could not conveniently point to it. A video camera
was focussed on the planning board and recorded all interactions with the. board.
The video recording, included a time code. An-additional recording was-made-of
the audio only.
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The, pla'nrer , i'ad: first ,--geiialAWrittdft ifitiodctiont6 the, task ificluding
de iiptioh,9 fa:-typjicl'gt f,-the,g iefalidea 6f;theplanifigtask,-,dnd-hoW-the
executibif, of-theplai- Worked. Three .ttaihifig-sessiont wefe' 'theii givi. Three
sessions with the full test problem, with different layouits" and lists w're cariedout 6n four subsequent days. Fotf-each session, explicit written instructions were

Sproviddonceifniig,,the, iles and- cohiditi61.s -fo, the, problem. In, ach case, the
i task of thesubjeci was stated as follows: "Plan and execute the pickup of items'
I 'on- thedshoppiig,'list SW~that it,,s ,done, in-arhiniffthm numbaer of'cl6-ck tickts. Ttie

robot(s) must be at the square marked OUT for the plan to be complete."

Subjectscould, refer to the-written in.trictiois during planning, if required.

During, the ,plainin phase, ,participantsWere :reqtiired -to,,giVe a runningverbal
account of the plan development. The planner was under no time piessure
during this phase. Once the plan had been completed to the subject's satisfac-
tion, 'it was executed on the execution -board. 'Executiofi -took the form of orders
given. to the experimenter who played'thie-part, of-the robots. The,'orders -were of
the 'form: "Red moves one square down- and picks up carrots; blue moves two
squares right, no pickups". The experimentdr played out the ,orders on the
execution board precisely as given, except in the case where a pickup would
violatethe rules given'n the task (e.g:, the-catrotswould be placed on top of the
cookies 'in the ,basket). At the end ofeach ,cycle of m6ve/pickupi the counter
representing the store clockwas incremented. The total number of ticks required
to satisfactorily, complete the task was recorded.

The protocols of two planners solving 12 different versions of the planning
problem -were collected in this, study. Both' had been educated to a graduate
universityllevel.

23 Analysis-method

Sixof'the, twelve-problem sessions carried out-by each-planner were selected for
detailed analysis. (Not all protocols were analyzed due to the amount, of labor
involved.) They were evenly distributed in time over the 12 sessions. The data
were treated as pooled over the sessions.

The verbal transcripts from these sessions were first transcribed into written
form. The videotapes for ,the planning sessions were revieWed together with the
annotated planning boards created during the trials. For each problem, a
graphical map-was made identifying and labelling ,the annotations madeby the
planner (e.g., lines designating routes); -the' location of diectic references (e'g., a
transfer point indicated:Vy the wGrd "this"); and other spatial areas of focus
referred to during planning. :Following- this, a scheme for coding the graphical
interactions of the subjects with the objects on the planning boardwas devel;
oped. The graphical protocol for each problem session was then coded fromthe
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videotape with the help of the graphical map and inserted, alongside the written
verbalprotocol to produce.a verbal plusgraphical protocol.

The verbal+graphical protocol provided the material for the main analysis,
which was conducted according to the procedures for analysis of verbal protocols
outlined in Ericsson and Simon (1984). In the first stage, we identified the
objects manipulated or used by the planners in creating a plan. Analysis of the
verbal+graphical protocols lead to the identification of a set of primitive
planning actions involving these objects or concepts. Common actions were then
grouped into categories.

The following section gives the results of the above analysis and, in addition,
identifies three levels of aostraction at which planning was conducted. The
subsection giving the description of the levels of plan specificity is followed by a
complete verbal+ graphical protocol for one problem in which a plan action code
is applied and the level of abstraction of plan development is identified
chunk-by-chunk in the protocol. The section concludes with some general
observations on the planning behavior of the two planners.

3 ANALYSIS

3.1 Objects and concepts used in planning

Planners used a vocabulary of objects and concepts in the process of carrying out
the planning task. Some of these were given explicitly as part of the problem
domain, for example, the store and its commodities, the robots, the rules for
arranging items in the basket or for transferring items between robots. Certain
concepts (e.g., the store) had a physical representation which was manipulated
during planning; other concepts existed only at a more abstract level (e.g., the
rules) and had no physical manifestation. Further additional objects and concepts
were generated by the planner in the process of creating the plan, for example,
routes, transfer events, transfer locations, pickup points. The first step in the
analysis process consisted of identifying these objects and concepts. A list of
them in tabular form is given in Table I. Note that the list has been compiled
from objects and concepts used by both planners over all problem sessions. It
was not the case that a given planner referenced all the concepts in creating a
given plan.

3.1.1 Domain objects

The domain objects manipulated or created during planning consisted of the
cotnmodities in the store, the store itself, the robots, routes for the robots to
follow, pickup points for commodities, and transfers. Th. first three types of
domain objeab were presented as part of the original problem statement; the
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last three were concepts that were usually (although not always) generated by
planners during the process of plan creation. In some cases -the latter concepts
were given some physical manifestation by the planner, e.g., a symbol, annota-
tion, etc.

Robots can be described in relatively, simple terms: there are two kinds of
robots, labelled "red" and "blue" with characteristics basket capacity (11 items for
red; 6 items for blue) and speed (1 square per tick for red; 2 for blue). Robots
also have the characteristic that they "can transfer items". There -is a physical
representation of the robots in the execution environment, but not in the
planning environment.

The concepts "store" and "commodities" are physically represented by graphics
and labels in both the planning and execution spaces. Both have the property
that they can be described using a hierarchy of specification. The store can be
considered as a spatial partitioning into aisles and shelf blocks. At a lower level
of detail in the spatial hierarcly, the aisles can be considered in terms of individ-
ual component squares (including the special squares "IN" and "OUT'); and the
shelf blocks can be considered as slots in which the commodities are placed. The
commodities have a natural categorization hierarchy presented explicitly as part of
the original problem: there are groups of items (e.g., drinks, dairy, meat) and
individual items contained within the group (orange juice, cassis, beer, etc.). In
addition, the planner sometimes partitions the items into convenient categories
during plan creation. This partitioning can be on a spatial basis ("this group of
items here / the rest"). Or it can be on the basis of commodities that are
affected by the rules (e.g., Spa, cookies, bread, butter and yogurt) versus the
remaining items on the shopping list. Another kind of partitioning is a division of
the shopping list into those items to be picked up by red and those assigned to
blue.

Some of the concepts or objects generated by the planners also have a hierarchy
associated with them, but of a slightly different kind. We term this a specification
hierarchy. Routes for robots to follow may be specified approximately by the
planner by being traced (but not drawn) on the planning board; routes may, by
contrast, also be drawn heavily, square-by-square, with the pickup points also
marked. Similarly, the concept of transfer of goods between robots has different
levels of specificity. The very existence of a transfer event is a first level of
detailing. Once the need for a transfer-is established, it can be considered from
two perspectives: in terms of spatial location (where in the store does it occur?)
and in terms of the items that are transferred. The location can be specified
grossly as a general area ("around the milk") or it can be pinned to a particular
square in the store. The transferred items can be described simply as the number
of items ("blue will give red twe items") or in terms of the precise items to be
transferred ("blue will give red the butter, and cookies").



Table I Domain objects and concepts

Objects. & Concepts Type. Subdivisions Used

category hierarchy *
groups of items (e.g,, drinks, vegies)

Commodities - individual items (e g.. carrots, milk)
partitioning
-clusters of items (spatially grouped or grouped by

Domain Objects assignment)/
individual items

.__ _ -"special goods (i.e,. linked to rules)/others
spatial hierarchy

Store * aisles and shelf blocks
-specific squares (e.g., holding item: IN OUT)
partitioning

Robots * red with characteristics: basket capacity of 11; speed
of I sq/tick; can transfer

* blue with characteristics: basket cspacity of 6;
speed of 2 sq/tick: can transfer

location hierarch'
Routes *

-drawn
-drawn with pickups
partitioning
* whole route (for robot)/route fragments
existence

Transfer location hierarchy
* trans area
.trans point (i.e.. sq)
transferred item hierarchy
* trans "basket"
* trans number
• trans specific items

Pickup location hierarchy
points * pickup area

• pickup point (i.e.. square)
for placement B I - drinks on bottom

Rules/Conditions B2 -baked goods on top
B3 . dairy near end

for transfer TI -robots must be on sam sq to transfer
12. transferrine costs a tick
goal hierarchy

Goals • main goal*: transport all goods listed in shortest
time to OUT

-subgoals

denotes given objects or concept; * denotes subject-created object or concept
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3.1.2 Rules and goals

The concepts discussed above are represented as physical objects in the problem
domain. There are other concepts -- the fules foi" behavior of robots, the goal' of
the planning task -- that are also manipulated during planning. The, following
rules and goals-entered into subjects' plans:

a) Basketrule 1 - Drinks must be placed on the bottom of the robot's
basket

b) Basket rule 2 - Baked goods must -be placed on the top of the robot's
basket

c) Basket rule 3 - Dairy products must be picked up near the end of the
time in the store

d) Transfer- rule 1 - Robots must be on the same square to transfer items
e) Transfer rule 2 - Transferring costs one tick
f) Main goal - Using the resources, transport all items listed to OUT in

the fewest number of ticks.

The object and concepts identified above are the targets for the planning
actions described in the next subsection.

3.2 Planning actions

The analysis of the verbal and graphical protocols of the two planners permitted
identification of a set of primitive planning actions that accounted for the
majority of the subjects' activity. About 90% of the verbal and graphical actions
was accounted for by the coding scheme. The remainder were comments or
questions to the -experimenter, or protocol fragments for which there was no
adequate code. The coding was done by one person, so the reliability of the
coding scheme was not assessed.

The actions can be considered as operators that either create or act upon a
target object or-concept. The set of primitive actions, their associated objects and
modifiers, their definitions, and examples are given in Table II. Columns 2-5 give
the syntax of the action. The action name is given under the heading "Plan
Action", and'the target of the action under the next column, 'Target". Additional
special Modifiers of the action are shown in the next column and the Robot, if
applicable, in the subsequent one. For example, the action order pickup sets the
possible order for pickup of certain target objects. The target of the action could
be individually-named items, a group of items, or a cluster of items. In addition,
the action might be modified by an assignment of the pickup to either the red or
blue robot.
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Certain of the primitive planning actions had, common characteristics and were
therefore aggregated on the basis of similarity into eight categories (column 1):
ori~mt, adopt strategy, create/modify .plan, deduce implication, measure plan,
evaluate plan, -conclude,, consolidate/review

R is convenient to discuss~the planning actions in a different order than they are
given in the tabie. The bulk of the planning actions fall into the category
create/modify plan. They will-be described- first. Actions that lead to deductions
about one partc of the plan on another part will be discussed next, followed by
measurement, evaluation and conclusion actions. The orientation and consolida-
tion ,actions will be discussed last.

The planning actions in the main category, create/modify plan are of four kinds:

a) assignment of certain item(s) to be picked up by a particular robot;
b) the ordering of the pickup of items in time;
c) the construction of routes for robots to follow;
d) the specification of transfer events.

The simplest kind of planning action is assign item(s) to red/blue. Here the
planner allocates an item or set of items on the shopping list to one of the two
robots for pickup, as indicated, for example, by the phrase "blue's going to get
ham, eggs, window cleaner ..." The target of the action may be detailed, as in this
example, or specified more generally as a group of items, not individually named,
e.g., "red'll pick up the dairy products ..." Sometimes the planner has previously
formed a spatial clustering or other partitioning of items that is used as the
target o the action, for example, "these will be picked up by blue" where the
word "tnese" is clarified by a gestural scoping of certain items on the planning
board. Thus there is a range of levels of object specificity, from rough to
detailed, that can be invoked by the planner in describing the target of the
assignment action. Items for pickup may be designated roughly as a spatial
cluster; by group name (possibly with accompanying, scoping gesture); or by
individual name (e.g., carrots, eggs) and specific pointing gesture.

A second kind of planning action, order pickup, involves the ordering of item
pickup during the time span of the plan execution, e.g., "the pina colada has to
be picked up first". As in the case of assign item, the target of the action may be
specified roughly (e.g., "first I'll get the things at the top of the store, then those
at the bottom") or in detail, by name. There were also instances in the protocols
in which the ordering of pickup, was folded into a statement assigning an.item or
group of items to a robot, for example, "red'll pick up the dairy products at the
end".

A third kind of planning action involves the construction of routes for the robots.
to follow in picking up items: construct route. Sometimes the route is loosely
described in verbal form, for example, "red's gonna come right down and out, the

I
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most efficient route". In many cases, the planner graphically traces the route oui J
oft the planning board, sometimes- -without actually markifng'the board, other
times, drawing the route out explicitly. Often, only a- portion of the. total route
for a robot, named a "routefrag", is drawn at 'a time. Once several routefrags
have been created, then the order of their execution may be explicitly designated
by the order route action. In almost all, cases, the route or routefrags so con-
structed are immediately ssigned to either the red or'blue robot. If this was not
the case, they could' be later assigned' to a robot'by the action assign route. The
construction of a route' usually implies that the items on the list that lie along
the constructed route are to be -picked up\ by the robot that' follows the route.
The planner sometimes marks the pickup points of items explicitly (by'specify
pickup point), especially if the route passes items that are on the list but that are
not intended for pickup at that time.

In addition to the construction of routes, the planner may also specify the
transfer of goods between robots, usually from the blue to the red since the red
basket capacity is greater. Sometimes the planner first establishes the need for a
transfer to take place (specify transfer event) and then later determines the
location of the transfer (specify transfer location) and which items are to be
transferred (specijy transfer commodities), as in the following sequence of phrases:

"blue is going to run into red somewhere"...
"blue will meet red right -by the milk"...
"blue gives off these items" points to baked goods

Both the location and the item set can be specified in varying levels of detail. In
the example, the location of the transfer is relatively precisely defined, whereas
the items to be transferred are not detailed individually, but are simply catego-
rized under the heading "baked goods".

It was typical that the plan, as defined by routes, assigned pickups, and transfer
events, underwent revision as the planner worked. The following plan actions
covered the cases where the current working plan was changed:

a) modify assignment - change a previous assignment of items to a robot
by de-assigning (e.g., "no, blue will not pick up the roasted nuts") or
re-assigning (e.g., "red'll have to pick up the onions instead of blue")

b) modify route - change a proposed route for a robot by adding or
removing a routefrag

c) modify transfer location - change the working location of a transfer
event

d) modify transfer commodities -change the items to be transferred.

During the contruction of the plan, the planner's protocol sometimes provides a
chain of deductions that lead to a conclusion about how a particular move will
influence or constrain later moves by the robot' For example, the planner may
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reason that "if redpicks up the cookies,,he-can't pick. up -the worst",,(presumably
because of the ,rule that no -item, can-be placed on top of-'baked-goods:in the
basket). These kind of actions have been-designated deduce implications. In-the
example, the deduction stemmed from the assignment of cookies -to the, red
robot. Deductions can also be made based on the order of- pickup,. the route
proposed for a robot, etc. Furthermore, since the moves generated for one robot
can also have implications for the other robot, the deduced impact may be upon
the other robot.

Sometimes the planner alluded. to goals or intentions about plan actions to be
taken. These intentions were derived from characteristics- that the ,plan per se
should have. These actions were coded as adopt strategy. The subject might say,
for example, "I have to find a route where the drinks can be picked, up so that
they go on the bottom". In this case, the desirable plan characteristic is that the
drinks must go on the bottom of a basket. In other cases, the planner might not
be so explicit about his intention, e.g. "the robots should move as much as
possible at the same time". Here the assumption is that the planner then adopts
the strategy of finding such a plan, but the procedure for achieving the goal may
not be explicitly stated.

Part of the planning task involved the measurement and evaluation of the plan.
Plan measurement concerned mainly the counting or computing of the number
of ticks that it would cost for a robot to travel a proposed route (measure route
time, compute route time); and the counting of the number of items that would
be picked up by a robot following a route or route fragment (measure no. items
assigned). Several different kinds of evaluation actions could then be carried out.
The planner might compare the time that it would cost for red and blue to travel
their two routes simultaneously, as in: "that's 8 more steps that red has to take
than blue". The underlying motivation for this.action is that the routes should be
of equal length for the plan to be efficient. Or the planner might assess the total
time that a plan would cost, to see whether the time is "satisfactory", e.g., "under
30, that's what I likel". The planner must also ensure that the basket capacity of
a robot will not be exceeded at any point (designated dzeck against capacity).
Other kinds of evaluations are made to ensure that the rules are being satisfied
and that all items on the list are picked up.

Related to the evaluation of the plan or parts of it were conclusions by the
planner to either accept or reject the proposed assignment of items to robots, the
ordering of items for pickup or the proposed route/routefrag. Statements ,like
"yeah, I'll do it like this' or "that won't work" indicate- that the planner has made
a conclusion about the plan or a partof it.

Two other categories of planning action were also observed. In one category,
designated Orient, the planner focussed on the problem requirements, the
resources for solving the problem, the rules and the layout of the store. These
kinds of actions, which usually occurred at the beginning of the planning process

,oo ii
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or avthe beginning of a new phase of planning, served to refresh the information
concerning the problem and its constraints. For example, the planner might note a

rules, that, "the cookies have to be, near the end". 'The implications of the rules
might also:be considered, as in "I think, the. cookies, on top will not be a problem
for the iransfer". This kind of action was designated translate rules in context.
Another kind of orienting action.occurs whenthe planner transforms the represen-
tation of the problem by marking .the items on the shopping list on the store
layout.

The counterpart of the Orient category was the Consolidate/Review category,
whose actions usually occurred atthe end of a planning phase. Here the planner
would join routes together in sequence, redraw the routes, remark the transfer or
pickup points and, in general, review the plan. a

3.3 Levels of plan specificity

The planning actions described above operate on the objects and concepts given
in the task (e.g., commodities, store layout, robots) to transform them into a new
set of objects and concepts that make up the plan (e.g., routes, transfer events,
pickup events). The plan itself can be characterized in differing degrees of detail.
A rough plan may call simply for "the red robot to go through the center of the
store, while the blue robot picks up items on the periphery". This level of plan
detailing is insufficient to ensure that the task can be satisfactorily accomplished
during the execution phaie. There is not enough detail established to determine
whether the rules for pickup will be satisfied, or indeed, whether all the items on
the list will be picked up. For the plan to be satisfactory, itis necessary that the
planner decide fairly precisely how the robots are to move, and at which points
in the sequence of move events the pickups and transfers are to occur. Finer
detailing is required if the main goal of the plan is to be accomplished, that is, if
the time that the robots spend in the store is to be minimized. In this case, the
planner must attempt to eliminate all unnecessary moves by considering
step-by-step theactions of the robots and how they are co-ordinated against each
other.

The verbal and graphical protocols give evidence that planning is carried out at
different levels, of detail. We have been able to distinguish thre( ,vels of detail
on which planning occurs. The first level, (Level 1) involves a very rough assign-
ment of commodities, ordering of commodity pickup or routing of robots. The
verbal indications of, planning at. this level .are, for example, gross assignment of
items (e.g., "these to red and the rest to blue"); rough ordering-of item pickup,
often based on two or three major spatial clusters of items (e.g., "this group of
items first and then. those"); and rough descriptions of routes (e.g., "one robot
will circle and the other will go over and down"). Gestural evidence of planning
at Level 1 includes scoping.actions covering large sections of the store on the
planningboard (possibly using the whole hand) to define clusters of items or to



27
S ii

propose 'routes. At -this ,level, the possibility, of a transfer is considered, but no
details of its:location or the items involved are provided. The-plan,-at.this level-israrely evaluated.

Planning at a second level of detail involves a firmer specification of item
assignment, pickup ordering, route construction and transfer specification.
Assignment of items to robots and the. ordering of pickup is-done on the basis of
groups of items (e.g., vegetables), or on the basis of previously-defined clusters.
Routes are structured by references to 'spatial. divisions like aisles, and the
planner may use back-and-forth motions along an aisle to 'show a 'general
pathway. Proposed routes are constructed by being traced, with a finger or
sketched lightly in pencil, often with. rounded corners- The drawings are accom-
panied by verbal descriptions that are non-specific, e.g., "red will go something
like this". The transfer area is determined (within 2 or 3 squares), and an
estimate made of the size of transfer needed (number of commodities). For
example, the planner might trace a route out (for blue) and at the same time say
"he could pick up the items here and go through here and give all the items he
has picked up to red", The planner will usually ensure that the capacity of the
robots' basket is adequate for the assignment, but this assessment is rough. The
evaluation of the timing of the plan (on the basis of robot speed) is still coarse.
There may be some tuning of the times for red and blue routes, but the mea-
surement and 'omparison is approximate, as indicated by phrases such as "blue
has to wait too lo,,g here for red" or "these routes cost about the same".

Planning at Level 3 involves the detailed assignment of items to robots, along
with precise determination of the robots' routes (and thus the order of pick up)
and the specification of the transfer. Planning at this -level is characterized by
consideration of individual items on the shopping list (rather than groups of
items), and by the selection of the, most efficient pickup points (squares). The
following is an example of planning at Level 3 extracted from one planning
protocol:

"red's gonna come in" draws route (Ri)
"and he's gonna pick up the Spa" draws route (RI)
"and then he's gonna backtrack one and pick up the green beans"
draws route (RI)
"maybe even dodge for the onions" draws route (RI)
"and might even go get the sugar" draws route (RI)
"and then come back on his way so that he can pick up the cheese,
cream and yogurt toward the end" draws route (R2)"and then head out the door" draws route (R2)

Route fragments or routes are drawn in detail, more heavily than at Level 2.
The planner often counts the number of items to be picked up and computes the
effects of the transfer of items to be certain that the basket capacity of the
robots (especially the blue) is not exceeded. The measurement of route times

__ _ __ _ __ _ __ _t
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involves counting of the number of, squares to be travelled, and. attempts to
balance the-workioad between the robots by re-assignment of single items and
slight modifications in the route. The following protocol fragment is an example:

"if red goes gets the.gum
red'llbe sitting idle ...
red'll just be hanging out for the longest time

well, 7 moves or so
now if red were to ignore the gum
and get the salt
that would be 1-25 (counts) moves
and I think that's whatI countedfor blue"

Finally, in Level 3 planning, the exact square for the transfer is designated (and
may be marked), and the items to be transferred are named and may also be
annotated.

3.4 Detailed analysis of a protocol

Let us now see how the system for coding the planning protocols cau be appli-
to the full protocol given by a planner for solving one planning problem. The
analysis of one planning protocol is given in Table Ill. The second column in the
table contains the verbal protocol of the planner, chunked into sections that are
numbered for reference in the description below. The third column contains the
graphical protocol (gestures and drawing) that, was executed concurrently with
the verbal, A legend giving the meaning of the graphical actions is provided at
the end of the table. The map in Fig. 3 will also assist in interpreting the
graphical, activity. The map is a copy of the planning board showing the annota-
tions made by the planner (items marked, routes drawn, etc.) and labelling the
squares that are referenced in the graphical protocol. Thus, in phrase 26 of the
protocol, the planner proposes that the blue robot should "go first through here
to pick up the melons, the wax, the pineapples" and at the same time gestures
("scopes") the area around square "a" on the board, and then draws route "B2", a
route intended for the blue robot.

The remaining columns in the table show the plan action codes applied to the
planning activity. The core of the planner's activity is devoted to actually
developing a satisfactory plan (in three levels of detail as discussed above). A
Preplanning phase is devoted mainly to orientation on the problem requirements
and the store layout and a Postplanning phase focusses on consolidating the final
plan.

, '2I
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In ',this, :plarning protocol, the, op!anneri begins by. marking the: locations, ,of ,the
itemsgivenin the.shopping list:6n the stcrelayout. .She-,hdn.hotet- thedresources
available ("two robots", in phrase 7). She adopts the general strategy that the
robots should.miove simultanieouisly:assmuch,of the time as possibleand thatvthe
red should move _as directly.,as :possible fromethe ,INto :the OUT:(phrases 8-9).
nInphases 10 and! 1, thepossibilityof:a ,transfer event is'mentoned; Since the

event-is :simplyproposed, and" nbt, given inany, d6tail, the Idvel,,of plan detail at
this stage's, rough ,nd.s&6 the ciion is assignedto, Level 1;. The: iules Are then,
translatedinto a form that applies 't6this ,particular'!ayout(ie., 'theaygurt and
the butter. have :to be. picked' up later'). Th rule'-cpnceining baked goods seems
to prompt. the detailed-construction, inphrase 48, of.ihe lst partof the,.blue
robot's,-r6ute,, labelled 'Bl on ,the :graphical,map. ,Since the route. is,'actually
drawn':out, the action is assigned to' Level 3; The planner then turns in phrase 20
to consideration of the transfer itself, proposing-that it, should ,happen "around"
the square labelled TPI. The use of the qualifier "around" indicates that this
specification, oftransfer location is only, approximate, and so the: planning action
is, coded- at Level 2. A, possible route fragment. for blue is considered briefly
(only verbally) and rejected,

In phrase 24, the planner changes focus to the red robot and constructs a route
(R1) down the aisle from the JN. 'Shestartsby ,assigningthe pickup of wax and
melons to red and then modifies the assignment so that blue picks them up
instead. Assignments of items by name are coded at the, most detailed level of
planning ,(Level 3). The planner continues to'work at this detailed level, first
drawing route B2,, then R2; then fixing a ,transfer, point at, loation TP1 and
finally constructing blues route after the transfer.(B3) 'to, pick.up' the 'drinks (in
phrase 29);. A. problem arises, because' the planner still has in mind a second
transfer after blue picks up the drinks butblue-cannot transfer drinksontop-of
the items in reds basket. As. it' happens, she has a solution, for this situation,
(from previous sessions): she proposes a 'transfer of, all goods ifrom-red, into the
blue basket, and then the reverse, where the drinks are selected to be trans-
ferred first'. This move satisfies the rule concerning drinks always being on the
bottom of the basket. There is yet a further problem, that the times taken by the
two robots to move to the second transfer are unequal-(noted in phrase 35), thus
leading to inefficiency in the use of resources, since one robot (the ted in this
case) would have to wait for the other. No solution to thisproblomisproposed
at this point (phrese 36) and the planner goes on to compute the 'number of
items remaining to be picked up after the second transfer.

It appears in phrase 38 that planning has stalled, and the planner goes back to
review the plan so far and to consider the time it would take for the robots to
execute their paths (in'phrases 41-56). To solve the problem of unequal route

The other planner in this study did not discover this tactic.
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times after thetfirstitransfer; a balancing,oftheplanw is made in-phrase,54:-k-ed is

ii! assigned- pickupWo the: hagel*. This balancing, sdonte at a~finte level of~detaiL .

Inthe last~part'bfthepl construction,, the',decisions' made-tohavd~red goup
fo tihe -pork-ch6psand roast 'beef, while blue'gets the, dairy products aitd baked
goods. Pl4nningtis~done intwo stages:*4first, a-,tehtAtive:- last routefrag.(R4) for, red
is dtawn'using dots;(if phrase 64), and,the tiime for it ,measured. This-planning, is
at Level. 2,,,, since- the -route ,is ,not ,firmly established. Theftthe time for the last
part of: blues -route (the'-p6rti6n -between the square TP3 and- the: pickup point
for, the butter- at the :beginning of B1) is measured',(in, phrase 68). Although the
two, are, not, quite equal,-red'taking 17-ticks and blueonly 14, the, subjectaccepts
those'routes. The session closes with a firm constructiowof the route ,B4 and R4,
and a redrawing of therest of the route.for blue, as consolidation. These actions
occur as part of a Postplan phase.

The coding of the protocolshows that-thereis a gradual deepening,,from Level 1
to Level 3, of information considered in the planning process and a concurrent
detailing of the plan itsell.

3.5 Preliminaryobservations on planning behavior

The two planners,,in this study took between 5 and 15 minutes to plan. Both
began planning by marking the items from the shopping, list on the store ,layout
and briefly reviewing the ;rules. Subsequent planning was done primarily by
sketching proposed' routes out with 'red and.blue pencils (corresponding to the
routes for -the red and blue robots). Planning did,'not 'necessarily follow a
well-organized.procedure, especially ,in the early problem sessions, when it was
characterized by fragmented thought trains and, frequent changes of focus. An
example of this is to be found in the sample protocol (phrases '20-26):

"one possibility is thathe-meets the-red robot somewhere around here
where he can hand over the items
in-that case he can continue ...
no...
um, if the red one moves like this
well, he-could pick up thewax'and the melons,
but then um maybe it's ..
maybe the blue one should go first through here to pick up the
melons, the wax, the pineapples"

Early planning seemed to be characterized by a search for an organizational
structure upon which to base the planning procedure. Planning in later sessions
was closer to the procedure that will be discussed in a following section.

iI
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The,.plansproduced in this study evolved gradually,-but it waspossible to: identify
, stages -.of planw.developmen4 corresponding, to, different ilevels-of plan.,detai! (asshown in, the -sample protocol). Planners usually developed only, one plan. and

made, no attempt to, develop, a second different-,one for comparison. The
organization of the plan was anchored in time and space around ,the transfer
event(s) and the entry and exit of the robots. (A transfer was not necessarily
used-in each plan produced; however,'some plans.involved, two 'transfers and one
three.)"Plan developmeht generally-followed-an expected chronological'ordervof
execution, ,so that events expected to-be executed first'wereplanned -first. Both
planners, made, an early split between. the plan for :the-red, robot and. that, for the
blue,. switching backand forth- to- focus on one and then the other-so, that the
plans for thetwo were created in parallel.

An important strategy in solving this planning problem is to realize that red
should go as directly as possible from the IN to the OUT square. Since red
moves the slower of the two robots, this puts a lower bound on the number of
ticks required to execute the plan and reduces the size of the solution space.
Both planners used this strategy. One planner eventually adopted'the approach
of first counting the number of ticks on the direct pathway from IN to OUT to
establish this lower bound. However, both seemed to have.-some-initial difficulty
in modelling the relative speeds of the robots: each expressed surprise at how
"fast" the blue robot moved in comparison to the red.

Planners often simulated the execution of proposed plans or plan fragments.
Simulation was carried out, for example, via the retracing step-by-step of
proposed ,routes on the planning board with concurrent mention of which items
were to be picked up. In cases where the planner was searching for a transfer
point, the focus of the simulation of robot movement switched frequently back
and forth between the robots.

Most of the plans produced were fairly "complete", ,in the sense that they could
be executed without much further detailing or change. Occasionally- the planner
stopped execution briefly to consider how~to proceedrbut this did not result in a
change in the original plan, only an amplification, In three of the sessions
studied in detail, the planner discovered errors in the plan during the execution i
phase, and this resulted in replanning. In one case, theplanner had neglected to
pick up an item. In, another case, the plan had not been completed during the
planning phase; it seemed that the planner could not- see how to efficiently
resolve the pickup of one item near the end, and had decided to execute,
possiblyin the hope that the problem would be clarified.

How "good" were the plans that the two- planners created? Wegave a subset of
the problems used in this study to two experts who had solved- several',similar
versions in a previous pilot study. They were asked to spend as much-time on~the
problems as necessary to produce the best solution (i.e., to minimize the number
of ticks). On average, the solutions produced by these experts- were around 26
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ticks. The two planers in- this study averaged about 30 ticks, although some
solutionswete considerAbly 'loger, especially -if the plannerhad made an error.
How"ever the, Plans - roduced by the- two, planners for a given list and layout
were almost never the same, in terms oflthe routesfollowed by the robots-.and
the assignment 'of items-to therobots for pickup.

Plan zactions, intended to be executed at-the beginning tended to be developedin
~~~more,, detailkhan those for, thd,endofthd-' plan. Notable also was~the fact~that he,

tWoplanners .differed in-the degree inwhichi they detailed out the final plan on
the planning board.Ode, planner was -satisfied-with a simple -drawing out-of-,the
robots! routes; the other -marked, i addition, route directions ,(with arrows);
pickup points for items and the transfer point(s). Both planners monitored
execution by marking off the items on the planning board as they were
picked up.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Planning behavior

The SPLITS paradigm as used in this study worked very well in evoking and
capturing the planning behavior of the planners. The planning problem was hard
enough that the solution was not obvious, but not so hard that planners could
not 'find a plan (albeit in most cases, not the best) in a reasonable time. The
procedure of using 12 sessions gave the planners opportunity to learn and to
explore different 'strategies for solving the planning problem.

The planning behavior exhibited by planners in this study canbe characterized
as a search for a solution (a plan) that accomplishes the goal and satisfies the
constraints oftheproblem statement. However,-this search-was not a process of
simply selecting potential (finished) plans and-testing them against the criteria.
Rather, planners developed the plans in an evolutionary manner by transforming
the ,information presented in the problem statement using the representation on
the planning board. Continually during the ,process of planning, planners seemed
to be looking-for ways ofefficiently organizing and prioritizing the information
they needed to consider so that a good solution would be discovered without
overload of their: limited processing and memory capabilities.

It took time for planners -to develop ways of structuring and decomposing the
problem. Methods for organizing the information and procedures for manipulat-
ing-it-were discovered and--refined during the course of- the sessions. For exam-
ple, both- planners decided to split the development of the plans for red-and blue
early. in- the -planning procedure. They established ways to handle the spatial
aspects of- the plan -(e.g., via representations of routes on the planning 'board)
and the temporal aspe !ts of the plan (e.g., by dividing the plan into phases

!f



39

anchored.-on the' .transfer eyent), Eurther,. they:.devised ,ways to co-ordinate the
spatial, and ,temporalaspects bf plan- development; by,. for example, the counting
of ticks for thetravelling. of, a route;, and then. the establishment. of a transfer
location., They discovered which 'information was critical ,for. the viability, of',the
plan (the rulesconcerningposition ofdrinks.andbakedgoods- in, the basket) and

* which was not. Furthermore they learned procedures to guide the order ,inwhich! l' this information was considered.

There were a variety,of planning strategies exhibited, by -planners. Somenper-

tained tomhe best useof the environmenth available bor planning (thme planning
board) at ,asomewhat mechanical level. The' planners,,considered,, for- example;
how-to ,use.-the colored pencils; what codes should be .used, formarking items to
be,,picked up*-,, whether and, how to annotate ,the number of ticksc required for a
route; when to take a second planning board. Some strategies pertained to
choosing a good general criteria for a solution, thus guiding the top-down search
for a plan. For example, both planners attempted to find a plan in which the red
robot went as directly as ,possible from IN to OUT. More. detailed strategies
concerned, for example, the selection of the best pickup points (of two or three
possibilities) to minimize, at a local level, the distance travelled by a roboti
Unfortunately, subjects' verbal, protocols did not often mention the strategies
that they used, and so they need to,,be inferred. The issue of strategies for
planning is a topic that should be investigated in more detail.

One factor that may have a significant influence on the way that planners
structured their solutions to the planning problem 'is the manner in which they
were trained in the first threesessions. In the training sessions, planners received
three simpler problems, that, focussed on aspects of the more complex problem
solved later. In the first training problem,, planners dealt, with only one robot; the
second training problem-used the first as a, basis, and introduced the basket
constraints; in the third, planners were required to. co-ordinate two robots, but

were not required to deal with the constraints. The specificsubstructuring of the
planning problem suggested by the training sessions may have pre-disposed
planners to decompose the more complex problem in the same way. Further-
more, in training, planners were already adopting strategies and methods for
solving the more complex shopping,problem. This study. did not take account of
these previously-developed -approaches, and strategies. We propose that a future
experiment should ,focus on how people solve this planning problem-without
training.

Another important finding in this study was that planners attended to different
levels of detail of information in planning. Furthermore, plans themselves
seemed to be developed at different levels of-detail. Sometimes, concepts used in
planning were discussed at a gross level of spatial or temporal detail (e.g, the
top andbottom.ofthe store; before or after the transfer- event); at otheritimes,.a
relatively fine level of detail was manipulated (e.g., specific squares for the
transfer of items, detailed ordering on their pickup). Our analysis identified
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three ,levels, of detail-n planning. 'It. would be UsefuL,-to,have this'estimate
confirmed;,-possibly''by -the" Planners themselves. The -protocols further; showed
that'there Was'a genefal ptogressionfrom thetUse.of gross-information io:theuse
of'detailedinforrmation diiring the course, of,plan, development. However,' there
was a :great -deal!of variability' ihbthis progression as ,can be-seen in the sample
protocol.

Planning in this task was also characterized by repeated simulation of the
proposedplan or plan 'frhgments. A -difficulty~for planners in -simulating execu-
tion, stemmed from,'that'lfact, that, thed'fw*o robots moved simultaneously; it'was
hard to-, keep'track of' where -each Was - as' the simulation -proceeded. Planners
resorted 'to' simulating,,first ihe .movement of one robot (for a short period of
time) and~then_,the other. ,Thesimulationiof execution seemed to'aid, planners in
clarifying the state. of the 'robots at a point -in time -and in reviewing the final
plan.

The product of the process of planning is the' plan itself, It is the planner's
mental concept ofhow the robots must move and carry out' the pickup of items
sothat' the goal 'is,satisfied. It is,what theplanner intends-should be executed.
Theplanning board 'served as an asort ofextended memory for the planner, a
place to record the plan so thatv it could be used to, guide execution. Both
planners formulated their final plan as two-routes, one forred and one for blue,
with the items to be picked up indicated. In addition to the plan itself, the
planning process also resulted in intermediate products -- fragments, of routes,
partitions of items, proposed transfer areas -- that were manipulated' in the
process of' planning. For ,example, partial routes'for the robots were constructed
by both 'planners and then manipulated (e.g.j erased, annotated); potential
transfer points were ,marked, These intermediate products could be considered
working plans or Working plan fragments. This study gave only an indirect
indication of the planners", mental representation of plans and' Working plans. It
is -also possible that these representations were influenced bythe planning
environment in which the planners Worked.

The planning, environment (i.e., the' planning board) provided a convenient way
of representing the spatial aspects of :the, plan, and thereby the intermediate
products of'a spatial nature. It did not providea convenient way of'representing
the temporal aspects of the, evolving plan:' planners seemed to 'have' difficulty
co-ordinating the two robots in time. The nature of planning environment, has a
major influence on the ease with which the intermediate products of planning
can b4e-represented,, and ihus may also' have a considerable effect on the process
of planning itself, In'a sense, this influence is utiavoidable; it is virtuallyimpossi-
ble for planners to ptoduce a plan for 'a'problem as complex as this one is
without some ,external way of representing and -manipulating the concepts. It
would be-worthwhile to deliberately vary the planning environmerit to study the
effect, on-the planning 'process,
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We have mentioned that there are different degrees of detaiL of ififormation,
considered in planning and that working or intermediate plans seem to be

-developed invaryinglevels',of-detail. Althoughit was not an overall:characteris-
-tic of, theplans developed inthisstudy,;itis-also possible~that the final, plan for a
particular -problem, might-,be developed to a, lesser detail rby.one -planner Ithan
another. In the paradigm, chosen-fofcthis study, planners-. are notforced to Plan
to,,a certain level -of detailperse. Nor are- they' under any, time constraint. They
are individually free to~st p the planning phase and beginexecution when they
are satisfied -with their plans. There: -is 'a tradeoff betWeen, effort -devoted, to
planning, and thus the completeness of the plan, and the .effort needed- for
execution. A planner could stop-planning early, with a relatively incomplete plan,
and devote extra effort "onthe spot" during execution to making .small changes
or to developing. further the details necessary ,for execution (actually a form of
further, planning). This, kind of behavior was occasionally, observed in this study.
However, premature termination of plan development during the planning phase
puts the planner at risk; it may turn out that the plan is not successful because
all aspects and interactions had not been considered fully.

Occasionally, plans made bythe planners in this study failed in some way during
execution and replanning was necessary. It was not always clear whether the
requirement for replanning resulted from a) incomplete planning. during the
original planning phase, resulting in the planner overlooking some critical detail;
b) a error in planning, for example, a misconception about the way that~robots
behave in the store, or a miscalculation in timing; c) inadequate annotation of a
plan that was, in fact, completely developed, resulting in faulty execution (e.g.,
the planner "forgot" to pick up an item, although intending to). This issue
deserves further investigation.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the planners in this study did not deliberately
consider alternative plans for, solving a problem; typically, they developed only
one plan which. ,was then executed. This is somewhat surprising, since the
planners had no a priori criterion for judgingthe goodness of a particular plan
(in terms of the number of ticks, it cost); one might expect, therefore, that they
would want to compare two or more different plans (for a given, problem) in
order to determine the one with the minimum number of ticks. Presumably,
though, planners were satisfied, with, developing-criteria for the ;goodness of-the
plan through feedback during its execution. Perhaps it cost too much cognitive
effort for planners to develop -and compare different plans, for' a problem.
Limitations in the flexibility of- the, planning environment might also be a factor;
Tle planning board did, not facilitate backtracking in planning to permit consid-
eration of alternatives. Furthermore, it was not easy for planners to store,
recover and compare alternative plans.

Although this discussion has pointed to a number of characteristics of planning
behavior, it should be emphasized that they are based on preliminary observa-
tions of only two planners.

1L .. ... I .. .L ] -. .. .... ....,. ...
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4.2, Analysis niethod

The prot6col. analysis :method adoptedifor thissiudy: permitted' us, to consider
step-by-step* the planneis'. prqcessing -of' -information, during -planning. The
analysis,.caried', out in this study-resultddiini theidentification of'a set of plan
actions that:describemost, of the overt'activities-of-the planners.as reflectedin f
the verbal ,and graphical protocols. In',particular; the videotaping methodology
'and analysis of,-graphi linteractions with. the planning,:board permitted.us to
addressthe manipulafion of spatial :information'that :i a fundamental component
of planning in, this problem.

It 'is iery, likely that the plan, action set: for this problem is incomplete, since it
was developed,..using ,only -the protocols of two ,planners., Further studies. with, a
wider range of planners will indicate whether it needs to be extended and
refined.

One problem in using the plan action set for coding: of concurrent verbaland
graphical protocols is that it is often difficult to determine a unique code for
,each chunk of- the protocol. In this study, chunking-of .the -protocol -for-analysis
was done by focussing on phrasing in the verbal protocol;-:the graphical protocol
was then' added alongside, in the form of an adjunct. However, at times the
concurrent verbal and graphical protocols, suggest that planners were executing
planning actions simultaneously, -for example, concurrent route creation (graphi-
cal) and.,assignment of items to ,be picked up by the robot (verbal). Iri'-these
instances -two codes -have to' be -assigned. It is difficult to find a chunking of
verbal+graphical. thatsolves this problem, since.,thegraphical protocol is closely
coupled to the verbal; for example, it often also serves to clarify the diectic
references (e.g., "this", "those") in the verbal protocol.

The analysis, method was laboridus- and very :time consuming, especially the
coding of the graphical- protocol. It required, many iterations 'to develop the
object-and concept vocabulary and the, plan -action codes. Computer-based, tools
or an environment for- handling and coding-videotaped -data of this sort would be
very helpful in facilitating the coding process, and:ensuring its consistency.

A- deficiency in the format developed-for coding the protocols is, that we have as
yet, -no way, of notating the intermediate states of -the plan (the working
plan/plan fragments) alongside the planactions. A record of the state of-the
plan(s) as it has been developed by, the -planner to that point in the protocol
could be helpfu in uncovering, errors inplanning. We have experimented with
one graphical-notation system:and will continue to search fora suitable- notation
system.
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4.3 A hierarchical model for efficient planning

In this section, we propose ahiearchical model, of planning for this task that
takes account of the observations of planners' behavior made in conjunction with
the analysis. However, the model is idealized, in the sense that it describes what
we believe to be an "efficient" planning procedure, one that experienced planners
might adopt. An efficient procedure for planning organizes the treatment of the
problem and guides the search for a solutioi in a way that there is a high
likelihood that a successful plan will have, been found by, the end of the proce-
dure. A suitable organization (subdivision) of the problem is necessary because
humans' limited cognitive processing cannot manage the full range of detail and
interactions that needs to be considered-simultaneously in planning'problems of
this kind. Thus an efficient procedure minimizes the work that the planner must
do to create a successful plan for the range of circumstances expected. An
efficient procedure does not guarantee that a successful plan will be created
after a given amount of work, but it raises the probability that it will.

Hierarchical models of planning propose that the process of planning is tightly
linked to a hierarchy of plan representations at different levels of abstraction
(degrees of detail). In hierarchical planning, the planner creates increasingly
more detailed plans in successive phases of the planning procedure. The hierar-
chical approach also advocates that in cases where the problem cannot be
cleanly subdivided into independent subgoals, that a complete plan be produced
at a given level of detail before planning at the next level of detail is started.
Planning is continued until a plan of "sufficient" detail has been produced.

There is evidence from analysis of the protocols in this study that planning is
carried out at varying levels of detail: three levels have been identified in the
protocols, as described in a previous section.

The planning protocols show an identifiable sequence of steps that 2re followed
in solving this planning problem. Planners seem to use a core procedure in which
they:

1. Orient on the specific resources, rules and/or layout given ,n the
problem statement;

2. Adopt a strategy for creating 1 plan or plan fragment, making deduc-
tions about necessary plan characteristics based on the analysis in
step 1;

3. Create a working plan by applying specific and general strategies;
4. Evaluate the plan to ensure it satisfies all rules and constraints;
5. Decide whether to accept the plan; if not, go back to modify the

working plan, or to create an entirely new plan.
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Notes:
1. Steps in I ]are optional2. The diagram shows a standard sequce of steps for planning. Backtracking to previous steps canan2 dhe1 dgroccur hoever, only a porin of the backtracking pathways are shown.

4 PREPLAN

Orient on problem requirements
Note general problem requirements
Note resouices and characteristics
Note criteria of solution

Adopt general strategy for problem
'Deduce very general plan characteristics

Transform representation of problem
Mark itdms on layout

LEVEL I PLAN CREATION

Orient on rules
Note rules concerning drinks, baked goods, dairy
Translate rules for articular layout: specific items, spatial location

Make further transformation or representation

Adopt strategy based primarily on rules
Deduce plan charateristics from drinks rule/location
Deduce plan characteristics from bakd rule locaton
Deduce plan characteristics from dairy rule/locatiOn

Create very rough Plan - PI
Make/modify P1 for one robot

choose/modify very rough assignmenitout

Make/modify P1 for other robot
Determine number of transfers needed (if any)

(Evaluate P11
Check against rules

??Accept??

??Enough detail?? Y END

coninued.

Fig. 4 An efficient procedure for executing the planning task.

zI
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t LEVEL 2 PLAN CREATION

Form rough groups or partitions of items to beficked
Note any spatial "orphans',

Adopt strategy based~on layout
Deduce plncharacteristics from grouping of items

Makef modify rough~ plan up to transfer event (R2ia-) for one robot
adept strategy

I ~ choose/modify rough route/assignment (based on Pl?)

Fw *cvaluate against basket capacity

la. ??Rcasonablc?? route imes)
NDeduce imlctosof P2 to A so far for other robot

-*Make/modify rough plan up to transfer event (E2AaA) for other robot

'N Evaluate P2 to A on equal route ticks for robots
L ??Accpt??

Specify transfer area/event
[Deduce implications of P2J2to for plan after transfer event)E ake/modify rough plan after transfer (E2..lmLA for one robot

IN ed M uce implications of P2 afterA so far for other robot
??Rt~asonable??E Make/modify rough plan after transfer (?~1r)for other robot

NN EvalLu P ate r on equal route ticks for robots
??Accept?

(extend in the case of more than one transfer],

Evaluate P2
[ Check against rules]
Check all items picked

N ??Accept??

??Enough detail?? Y POSTPLAN

from LEVEL 3
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Figure 4: continued

LEVEL 3 PLAN CREATION

Orient on relative location of items

Adopt strategy based on item location
Deduce plan characteristics from relative locations of items

Create detailedPlahf - P3
MakeAmodify detailed plan EmAi for one robot

adopt strategy.
choose/modify d~tail~d rouieassignmet (based on P2)
evaluate against baket caacity

'N: fmeasurelcompute ticks]
, acceptm'

Deduce implications of P3 ioA so far for other robot
Specify potential transfer point
Make/modify detailed plan Plt..A for other robot
Evaluate P3 to on equal route ticks for robotsN .??Accept?

Tune P3to A on ticks
adjust transfer point or modify assignmentf/oute
?laccept.

Specify transfer
fix transfer point
fix number/type of items to be transferred

N Deduce implications of p3_t&. on 3 a
"- Accept??
Make/modify detailed plan pjafrL. for one robot
Deduce implications of PI.afteLA so far for other robot

measure no. remaining items

Make/modify detailed plan U _aer A for other robot
N N Evaluate P4 after A on equal route ticks for robots

??Accept??
Tune P3 ftLr A on ticks

N - ?Acceptable??

(extend in the case of more than one transfer]

Evaluate P3
[Check against rules)
[Check all items picked)
Check total time satisfactory

N ??Accept??

POSTPLAN

Consolidate Plan
Join plan parts together
Redraw routes
Specify (mark) pickup points, route direction

Review entire Plan
Check all rules, conditions satisfied
Replay plan

END
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This core procedure is invoked repeatedly during planning, and can be detected
at bothmicro and macro levels. t

By coupling the notion, of levels of plan detail with the core procedure for
planning- described above, we'can create a plausible .m6del r for efficient planning

: based on'hierarchical, top down development of the~plan. Thqe model is given in

detail in Fig. 4. The model proposes that planning in the shopping problem is
efficiently accomplished byiproceeding through 5phases:

a) PREPLAN
b) LEVEL 1 PLAN CREATION,
c) LEVEL 2 PLAN CREATION,
d) LEVEL 3 PLAN CREATION, and
e) POSTPLAN.

Each phase has a number of steps associated with it, that are themselves broken
out into substeps at two further levels. Thus the process itself is described
hierarchically. The core activities of orientation, adoption of strategy, create
plan, and evaluate (and possibly modify) occur three times, against three levels
of detail of information resulting in plans of increasing detail (P1, P2, and P3).
At the end of each phase of PLAN CREATION, the planner has the option of
terminating plan development if it is felt that the level of detail is sufficient (at
the stet ??Accept??), in which case subsequent plan creation phases are
bypassed. The diagram suggests that PLAN CREATION is carried out as a
linear sequence of major steps in which first, a rough plan is created; and then,
two more plans of increasing detail based on that initial rough plan are created.
However, backtracking to PLAN CREATION at the previous level of plan detail
can and does occur when the plan developed at the higher level of abstraction
proves to be unworkable at the next lower level.

Prior to the phases of PLAN CREATION is a phase of PREPLAN, where the
planner "sets up" for the problem, noting general problem requirements and
resources, adopting some general approach to planning (e.g., using the colored
pencils to draw routes) and doing other preparatory work like marking the items
to be picked up on the layout of the store. There is also a POSTPAN phase
which serves as preparation for execution of -the plan: plan fragments are
consolidated and oidered, a final check is made that the rules are satisfied and
the plan may be replayed in its entirety. The plan on the board is often annotat-
ed in more detail to ensure correct execution.

Let us consider now the actual Create Plan step that itself forms the kernel of
activity in each level of PLAN CREATION; In Level 1, this step is short, and
consists most often of simply making a very gross partitioning of the items
between robots, or selecting rough routes for each robot to follow. A key step is
to determine whether or not a transfer is needed.

*t-
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At-the,. next leveLof plan. detail, Level 2,, plan creation is guidedby the plan
developed at Level 1. The transfer event, if it ,has been propos6d,,plays an
important role in structuring the process. The planners were observed to first
make . a-rough plan for, or &,robot up.o the, transfer event,(denoted as- <> in
the ,figure), that is,, to;select- an, assignment,or routing for one robot. ,Often the
assignment/routing, is checked- to ensure, that it ,does not exceed ,the basketcapacity, of the, robot/ and sometimes a rough ,estimate is made ,of the cost (in

ticks) of a proposed route, In'the next step, the implications of this -selection for
the other robot are deduced (i.e., Can a second route be chosen that puts the
second robot in about the same location as the first at the time of the transfer
event?) If the implications are found to be "reasonable, ,in the 'sense that the
planner believes that a compatible second route can be (easily) found, the rough
plan up to the transfer event is then developed'for the second robot. At this
stage, the rough plan (P2 to A) is evaluated to see whether the lengths of the
routes for the two robots are equivalent in time. If they are equivalent, this
prompts the fixing of an approximate location for the transfer. If not, the planner
backs up to modify one or. the other route to try to balance the ,two.

Once the rough plan for the two robots has been, developed up to. the transfer
event, the same set of steps occurs for plan development after the transfer (and
can be extended in-the case, of more than one transfer). Backtracking to a prior
step of plan development occurs within this set of steps- too, but the backtracking
can also send the planner ,back to re-consider the first, part of the plan, that part
up to the transfer point; Note that the model is not dependent upon the exis-
tence of a transfer event. If a transfer has been proposed in LEVEL 1, it
provides a convenient point for subdividing the planning at LEVEL 2. However,
if no transfer has been deemed necessary, then Create Plan P2 addresses the
whole route for one robot at a time, rather than two route fragments split at the
transfer.

The procedure for Create Plan P3 is basically the same, except that the P2 plan
is used as a basis for, P3 and more detail is taken into account. For example, the
model proposes that planner works item by item in assignment to robots, and
square-by square in- route development. The. transfer is specified in detail. Also,
there can be an, extra step of "tuning' oftone robot's workload/route to the other
by small adjustment of- the assignment orroutes. Backtracking in the case of an
unacceptable evaluation of the evolving plan.also occurs within this phase. More
major backtracking may also happen if the planner decides that P3 cannot be
satisfactorily modified. In this case the-planner goes-backto Level 2 to.modify or
re-create P2 and then re-plans at Level 3.

Focussing now-on larger chunks of the procedure, let us consider the differences
between LEVEL 1, LEVEL 2 and LEVEL 3 PLAN CREATION. One differ-
ence is simply -the degree of detail-, of information exploited in planning at- the
different levels: the least detail isused at LEVEL 1 and the most atLEVEL 3.
However, by LEVEL 3 the plan is already partially structured by virtue of work
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at previous levels of planning, and the plan itself has been divided into'segments
that correspond to steps in the procedure. So the planner is dealing with
approximately, the, same. amount ofplanning information in eaeh,step. There ig
another difference- pertaining tor, the nature: of the information during .the
Orientation, and. Adopt, Strategy steps. In.LEVEL-1,, an efficient, procedure, calls
for a focussing. primarily on a plan, that 'satisfies the basket rules; they have the
highest, priority, since they must not be violated. In the next, level, LEVEL 2;
efficient planning focuses on ensuring pickup of all items (whilst not violating the
rules). In the last level of planning (P3), attention can be given to optimizing the
routes of the. two robots .in an attempt to minimize the number, of store clock
ticksneeded. This,-is the least, critical of allthe problem, requirements, since no
absolute "standard" in this ,regard is ,given in the problem statement.

Finally, it is possible for the procedure to be short-circuited from either LEVEL
1 or LEVEL 2 PLAN CREATION if the planner feels that enough plan detail
exists for satisfactory execution. If planning is terminated after LEVEL 2, the
planner may go to a short phase of POSTPLAN, for rough consolidation of the
plan. However, if the planning is terminated after LEVEL 1, the planner cannot
do a review, because the plan has not been annotated in enough detail to be
checked.

The form of the model suggests that planning in this task is a linear procedure
that is carried out neatly step-by-step. In some cases (e.g., for experienced
planners, for relatively easy problems) this may be true. In most planning,
though, we expect that there will be at least some backtracking, as the planner
discovers that previously developed parts of the plan need to be modified. In
principle, backtracking from any step to any other step could occur. We expect,
however, that certain backtracking pathways are more frequently followed. These
have yet to be determined. Of even greater interest are cases in which backtrack-
ing in the procedure occurs because of cognitive overload. For example, the
planner may forget an earlier plan fragment and need to go back to re-create it;
or the planner may make an error in planning that causes backtracking.

A

The model provides a basis for further study of this planning problem. In future
experiments we will test the model against subjects' planning procedures, with
the focus particularly on comparing early planning procedures with those
adopted later in a sequence. Special attention will be given to the conditions
under which backtracking occurs.

.... .... . .. . . . . . .. .. m . ,4
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5. CONCLUSIONS

The SPLITS',planning problem and Paradigm of plan/eiecute,enabled ,us to
evokes human planning 'behaior in, a controlled way and, capture, it on videotape. j
From the verbal and-graphical itcols we were able to identify,-a set of
primitive planning concepts and actions used ,by planners,,in carrying out the
planning task. A method, for' coding. protocols, was also developed; -this scheme
will be' used in theanalysisof future experiments.

Observations of planners' behavior in this study indicated that -plans were
developed, in-an evolutiondry manner. Plannersdiscovered and refified methods
for organizing the, information and procedures for manipulating it during the
course of the sessions. Furthermore, planners attended to different levels of
detail of information in planning, and used a variety of planning strategies.
Planners usually planned to a level of detail sufficient for execution, although
there were several, instances of replanning.

A hierarchical model for efficient planning for this task has been developed. The
model proposes that planning is executed in a top-down manner with the planner
focussing on increasingly detailed objects and concepts as planning proceeds. A
future experiment will test the model to determine the degree to which human
planning behavior conforms to this hierarchical approach.

I

I'r
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